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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 
1 . Claims 25-31 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected species, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 07/21/04. 

Specification 

1 . The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-3, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Nakamura et al., (Nakamura), USPAT 6,433,848. 

4. Nakamura discloses (col. 6, lines 54-66) and shows in Fig. IF, a display system 
comprising: 

- an electro-optic layer; 

- a first electrode (20) operatively coupled to the electro-optic layer, the first 
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electrode having substantially flat surface; 

- a first substrate (1 ) having a plurality of pixel electrodes (16) for receiving a 
plurality of pixel data values which represent an image to be displayed, wherein for each 
of the pixel electrodes, a first pixel electrode surface has a first distance (d1 ) relative to 
the first electrode (20) and a second distance (d2) relative to a surface of the first 
substrate (1) and a second pixel electrode surface has a third distance (d3) relative to 
the first electrode (20) and fourth distance (d4) relative to the surface of the first 
substrate (1 ), and wherein the first distance (d1 ) does not equal to the third distance 
(d3) and the second distance (d2) does not equal the fourth distance (d4) and wherein 
the first pixel electrode surface and the second pixel electrode surface are substantially 
flat (see the reproduced Fig. 1F below). 



FIG. I 
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Accordingly, claim 1 is anticipated 



Application/Control Number: 10/658,167 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2871 

As to claim 2, Nakamura discloses that the first electrode is a common counter 
electrode and the electro-optic layer comprises a liquid crystal material which is 
disposed between the first electrode and the first substrate. 

As to claim 3, it is clear from Fig. 1 F of Nakamura that the first substrate (1 ) is 
planar and has a first surface on which the plurality of pixel electrodes (16) are disposed 
and the surface is opposite the first electrode (20). 

As to claim 7, it is clear from Fig. 1 F of Nakamura that a first surface area of the 
first pixel electrode surface and a second electrode surface area of the second pixel 
electrode surface are substantially same. 

As to claim 8, Nakamura discloses that the pixel electrodes are made of metal 
with a higher reflectivity. 

5. Claims 1-3, 7, 8, 13 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Sato et a I., (Sato), USPAT 5,461,501. 

6. Sato discloses (col. 7, lines 13-14; col. 8, lines 15-17; col. 9, lines 31-32) and 
shows in Fig 7, a display system comprising: 

- an electro-optic layer (209); 

- a first electrode (210) (common counter electrode) operatively coupled to the 
electro-optic layer, the first 

electrode having substantially flat surface; 

- a first substrate (201 ) having a plurality of pixel electrodes for 
receiving a plurality of pixel data values which represent an image to be displayed, 
wherein for each of the pixel electrodes, a first pixel electrode surface (108) has a first 
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distance relative to the first electrode (210) and a second distance relative to a surface 
of the first substrate (201 ) and a second pixel electrode surface (109) has a third 
distance relative to the first electrode and fourth distance relative to the surface of the 
first substrate (201), and wherein the first distance does not equal to the third distance 
and the second distance does not equal the fourth distance and wherein the first pixel 
electrode surface (108) and the second pixel electrode surface (109) are substantially 
flat and substantially parallel to the first surface of the first electrode (21 0). 



211 



fSSSSSSASSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSJ 



2 nd PE surface 




1 st PE surface 



Accordingly, claims 1,2, 13 and 15 are anticipated. 

As to claim 3, it is clear from Fig. 7 of Sato that the first substrate (201 ) is planar 
and has a first surface on which the plurality of pixel electrodes are disposed and the 
surface is opposite the first electrode (210). 
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As to claims 7 and 16, it is also clear from Fig. 7 that a first surface area of the 
first pixel electrode surface and a second surface area of the second pixel electrode 
surface are substantially the same. 

As to claims 8 and 17, Sato also discloses that both the first pixel electrode and 
the second pixel electrode are made of aluminum and thus is clear that both the 
surfaces are reflective. 

Claims 1-3, 13, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kubo et al., (Kubo), USPAT 6,195,140. 
7. Kubo discloses and shows in Fig. 7, a display system comprising: 

- an electro-optic layer; 

- a first electrode (10) operatively coupled to the electro-optic layer, the first 
electrode having substantially flat surface; 

- a first substrate (1 1 ) having a plurality of pixel electrodes (1 ) for receiving a 
plurality of pixel data values which represent an image to be displayed, wherein for each 
of the pixel electrodes, a first pixel electrode surface has a first distance (dr) relative to 
the first electrode and a second distance (d2) relative to a surface of the first substrate 
(1) and a second pixel electrode surface has a third distance (dt) relative to the first 
electrode and fourth distance (d4) relative to the surface of the first substrate (11), and 
wherein the first distance (dr) does not equal to the third distance (dt) and the second 
distance (d2) does not equal the fourth distance (d4) and wherein the first pixel 
electrode surface and the second pixel electrode surface are substantially flat and 
substantially parallel to the first surface of the first electrode. 
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Accordingly, claims 1 and 13 are anticipated. 

As to claims 2 and 15, Kubo discloses that the first electrode is a common 
counter electrode and the electro-optic layer comprises a liquid crystal material which is 
disposed between the first electrode and the first substrate. 

As to claim 3, it is clear from Fig. 7 of Kubo that the first substrate (1 1 ) is planar 
and has a first surface on which the plurality of pixel electrodes (1 ) are disposed and the 
surface is opposite the first electrode (10). 

As to claims 7 and 16, it is also clear from Fig. 7 that a first surface area of the 
first pixel electrode surface and a second surface area of the second pixel electrode 
surface are substantially the same. 

8. Claims 1-3, 7, 8, 13 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Noritake, USPAT 6,563,559. 



9. Noritake discloses and shows in Figs. 3 and 4, a display system comprising: 
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- an electro-optic layer (21 ); 

- a first electrode (34) (common counter electrode) operatively coupled to the 
electro-optic layer, the first electrode having substantially flat surface; 
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Fig. 3 



- a first substrate (10) having a plurality of pixel electrodes (50) for 
receiving a plurality of pixel data values which represent an image to be displayed, 
wherein for each of the pixel electrodes, a first pixel electrode surface has a first 
distance relative to the first electrode and a second distance relative to a surface of the 
first substrate and a second pixel electrode surface has a third distance relative to the 
first electrode and fourth distance relative to the surface of the first substrate, and 
wherein the first distance does not equal to the third distance and the second distance 
does not equal the fourth distance and wherein the first pixel electrode surface and the 
second pixel electrode surface are substantially flat and substantially parallel to the first 



surface of the first electrode. 
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Accordingly, claims 1,2, 13 and 15 are anticipated. 

As to claim 3, it is clear from Fig. 3 of Noritake that the first substrate (10) is 
planar and has a first surface on which the plurality of pixel electrodes are disposed and 
the surface is opposite the first electrode (34). 

As to claims 7 and 16, it is also clear from Fig. 4 that a first surface area of the 
first pixel electrode surface and a second surface area of the second pixel electrode 
surface are substantially the same. 

As to claims 8 and 17, Noritake also discloses that the pixel electrode (50) is 
reflective (col. 4, line 55). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakamura. 
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12. As to claims 4 and 5, even though Nakamura discloses a reflective display 
device, he does not explicitly disclose that the display system comprises a liquid crystal 
on silicon (LCOS) reflective display device. However, it is common and well known in 
the art that LCOS micro-displays are tiny, provide high resolution, low power and cost 
effective. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to use a LCOS reflective display device in the display 
system of Nakamura for advantages such as high resolution, low power and low cost. 

13. As to claim 6, illuminating a pixel electrode that has a first and a second pixel 
electrode surface with the same color of light is common and known in the art and thus 
would have been obvious to obtain a display device that is capable of providing clearer 
image. 

14. Claims 4-6, 14, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sato. 

15. As to claims 4, 5 and 19, even though Sato discloses a reflective display device, 
he does not explicitly disclose that the display system comprises a liquid crystal on 
silicon (LCOS) reflective display device. However, it is common and well known in the 
art that LCOS micro-displays are tiny, provide high resolution, low power and cost 
effective. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to use a LCOS reflective display device in the display 
system of Nakamura for advantages such as high resolution, low power and low cost. 

As to claims 6 and 14, illuminating a pixel electrode that has a first and a second 
pixel electrode surface with the same color of light is common and known in the art and 
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thus would have been obvious to obtain a display device that is capable of providing 
clearer image. 

As to claim 18, using the display system as a reflective micro display is 
considered as intended use and thus would have been obvious. 

16. Claims 4-6, 14, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kubo. 

17. As to claims 4, 5 and 19, even though Kubo discloses a reflective display device, 
he does not explicitly disclose that the display system comprises a liquid crystal on 
silicon (LCOS) reflective display device. However, it is common and well known in the 
art that LCOS micro-displays are tiny, provide high resolution, low power and cost 
effective. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to use a LCOS reflective display device in the display 
system of Nakamura for advantages such as high resolution, low power and low cost. 

As to claims 6 and 14, illuminating a pixel electrode that has a first and a second 
pixel electrode surface with the same color of light is common and known in the art and 
thus would have been obvious to obtain a display device that is capable of providing 
clearer image. 

As to claim 18, Kubo shows in Fig. 7 that each of the plurality of pixel electrodes 
(1) comprises a reflector (23). As to using the display system as a reflective micro 
display is considered as intended use and thus would have been obvious. 

18. Claims 4-6, 14, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Noritake. 
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19. As to claims 4, 5 and 19, even though Noritake discloses a reflective display 
device, he does not explicitly disclose that the display system comprises a liquid crystal 
on silicon (LCOS) reflective display device. However, it is common and well known in 
the art that LCOS micro-displays are tiny, provide high resolution, low power and cost 
effective. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to use a LCOS reflective display device in the display 
system of Nakamura for advantages such as high resolution, low power and low cost. 

As to claims 6 and 14, illuminating a pixel electrode that has a first and a second 
pixel electrode surface with the same color of light is common and known in the art and 
thus would have been obvious to obtain a display device that is capable of providing 
clearer image. 

As to claim 18, using the display system as a reflective micro display is 
considered as intended use and thus would have been obvious. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

20. Claim 9 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

21 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tarifur R Chowdhury whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-2287. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th (6:30-5:00) Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Kim can be reached on (571) 272-2293. The fax phone number for 

m 

the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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